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Dear Mr. Bass: 

_ Thank you for your letter dated 31 August and the 
EPO action enclosed therein. The U.S. equivalent issued 22 May 
as U.S. Patent 4,155,909 and a copy is enclosed. We have just 
recently been informed that the original method claims (13-17) 
have been allowed as filed in the divisional application. A patent 
will issue in due course. We have not made a decision with 
regard to the claimed intermediates in the original filed applica¬ 
tion as to whether we will file an additional divisional applica¬ 
tion. At any rate, I did want you to be aware of the outcome of 
these applications in the United States Patent Office. 

We were required by the U.S. Examiner to withdraw 
our claims to 2-methyl nicotine and related compounds based on 
the Haglid reference. I shall enclose the amendment wherein we 
presented arguments for the patentability of 2-methyl nicotine 
as this may be useful to you. If you feel there is any possibility 
of overcoming the Haglid reference based on the fact that our 
researchers actually isolated relatively pure 2-methyl nicotine, 
then it might be worthwhile to present an argument in order to 
retain the present claims. If, however, you feel it is doubtful 
that the Examiner will change his position, then amend the 
claims to delete Claims 1, 2, 3 and 5. 

If Claim 1 is retained, please amend Claims 1 and 10 
to read alkaryl as requested by the Examiner. 
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It would appear that all other items cited by the 
Examiner can be attended to there as they appear to be minor 
revisions. I am impressed with the quality of the examination 
and am delighted that certain claims appear to be acceptable 
and that division of the application has not been required. 


Please advise if I have not provided sufficient infor¬ 
mation to proceed. 


Very truly yours, 





Susan A. Hutcheson 
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